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Abstract 
This paper contains two different exhibits. The first one titled “Model Parameters” contains 
all the parameters used in the e-services quality model. It’s structured in three different 
dimensions and each one has different parameters. 
The second exhibit contains all the results of the application of the e-services quality model 
created in this project. Five people collaborated with this study and evaluated the SEPE 
website through the model. The table gives all the information of all the punctuations they 
assess for each dimension. The names are not given because of confidentiality issues, they 
are listed as Person 1, Person 2, Person 3, Person 4 and Person 5. 
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A. Model parameters 
The following list appoints all the parameters of the model e-services quality used in the 
model, and gives a number for indentify each parameter in the table of results given in the 
annex B. 
A.1. Operational dimension 
1. Navigation 
1.1. Design 
1.1.1. Layout (source: European Conference on Information Systems) [8] 
1.1.2. The first time user will understand where to start by just looking at the 
home page (source: Userfocus) [1] 
1.1.3. Enough white space in order to improve comprehension (source: 
Userfocus) [1] 
1.1.4. Avoidance of content looking like banners (source: Userfocus) [1] 
1.1.5. The home page is professionally designed and will create a positive 
first impression (source: Userfocus) [1] 
1.1.6. Colourly (source: Model Romanian faculties) [7] 
 1.2. Functionality 
1.2.1. Navigation menus availability (source: Model Romanian faculties) [7] 
1.2.2. Site maps availability (source: Model Romanian faculties) [7] 
1.2.3. Search tools availability (source: Model Romanian faculties) [7] 
1.2.4. Active links within this tools (source: Model Romanian faculties) [7] 
1.2.5. Links to home page (source: Own creation) 
1.2.6. Links begin with the most important key words (source: Userfocus) [1] 
1.2.7. Useful content available within three clicks (source: Userfocus) [1] 
1.2.8. The home page has a memorable URL (source: Userfocus) [1] 
1.2.9. Navigation choices are ordered in the most logical task-oriented 
manner (less important info at the bottom) (source: Userfocus) [1] 
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1.2.10. Color code for visited / unvisited sites (source: Own creation) 
 
2.  Accessibility 
2.1. Disabled people 
2.1.1. Multimedia is appropriately incorporated (Model Macedonia University) 
[6] 
2.1.2. Subtitles incorporated to all videos (Model Macedonia University) [6] 
2.2. Web site loading speed (source: European Conference on Information Systems) 
[8] 
2.3. Multilingualism 
2.3.1. Number of foreign languages (source: E-government survey 2012) [11] 
2.3.2. Degree of content completeness in each of the languages (source: E-
government survey 2012) [11] 
2.4. Links available to download free software needed ((source: E-
government survey 2012) [11] 
2.5. Multidevice access (source: E-government survey 2012) [11] 
 
3. E-content 
3.1. General content 
3.1.1. The value proposition is clearly stated on the home page (source: 
Userfocus) [1] 
  3.1.2. All the information provided is relevant (source: Model Museums case 
study) [5] 
3.1.3. Range of services available (source: Model Museums case study) [5] 
3.2. Specific content 
3.2.1. Possibility to request information on a specific service (source: Model 
Museums case study) [5] 
3.2.2. Information divided/focused to specific audience (unemployed, 
companies, general readers) (source: Own creation) 
3.2.3. The topics are explored in depth (Model Macedonia University) [6] 
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3.2.4. Availability of different contact details and the level of the available 
contacts (Model Macedonia University) [6] 
3.3. News and updating (source: Model Museums case study) [5] 
 
4. Reliability 
4.1. Website security (source: Model Macedonia University) [6] 
4.2. Information actualization frequency (source: Model Macedonia University) [6] 
4.3. The information presented has no bias (source: Model Macedonia University) 
[6] 
4.4. Statistic or other information is referenced as to their origin (source: Model 
Macedonia University) [6] 
4.5. The site is supported by an organization (source: Model Macedonia University) 
[6] 
4.6. Autor / organization credentials: qualification, credentials, background. 
(source: Model Macedonia University) [6] 
4.7. Absence of errors (source: Model Macedonia University) [6] 
 
5. Privacy and Security 
5.1. Onsite privacy and security statement availability (source: Model Macedonia 
University) [6] 
5.2. Private data treatment 
5.2.1. Private data requested (source: Royal Institute of Technology from 
Sweden) [9] 
5.2.2. Password security level given (source: Own creation) 
5.2.3. Secure connection (source: Model Museums case study) [5] 
5.2.4. Explicit information about data usage availability onsite (source: Royal 
Institute of Technology from Sweden) [9] 
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6. Public Outreach 
6.1. Contact information availability (source: Model Macedonia University) [6] 
6.2. Possibility to contact authorities for requests / complains (source: Model 
Macedonia University) [6] 
6.3. Response time to an e-mail sent to website (source: Model Macedonia 
University) [6] 
 
7. Organizational/ Usability 
7.1. Functionality 
7.1.1. Horizontal integration (source: Royal Institute of Technology from 
Sweden) [9] 
7.1.2. Vertical integration (source: Royal Institute of Technology from Sweden) 
[9] 
7.1.3. Compartimentalization (source: Own creation) 
7.1.4. Management of change 
7.1.4.1. Basic strategy (source: Model of the assessment e-Government  
  by IE and University of Pennsylvania) [2] 
7.1.4.2.   Leadership (source: Model of the assessment e-Government    
by IE and University of Pennsylvania) [2] 
7.1.4.3.   Innovation (source: Model of the assessment e-Government    
by IE and University of Pennsylvania) [2] 
7.2. Efficiency  
  7.2.1. Fast procedure (source: Indian Institute of Technology) [4] 
  7.2.2. Satisfaction customer (source: Indian Institute of Technology) [4] 
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A.2. Effectiveness and Economic dimension 
8. Economic 
8.1. Benefits per year 
8.1.1. Salaries saving (source: Own creation) 
8.1.2. Structural costs saving (offices, material…) (source: Own creation) 
8.1.3. Unemployment subsidies saving (source: Own creation) 
8.2. Cost per year 
8.2.1. Cost per year website (source: Model of the assessment e-Government   
   by IE and University of Pennsylvania) [2] 
8.2.2. Annual government subsidies (source: Model of the assessment e-
Government    by IE and University of Pennsylvania) [2] 
8.2.3. Sustainability (Subsidies/benefits) (source: Model of the assessment e-
Government    by IE and University of Pennsylvania) [2] 
8.3. Finance parameters 
  8.3.1. Net present value (source: Indian Institute of Technology) [4] 
    8.3.2. Pay back (source: Indian Institute of Technology) [4] 
  8.3.3. Interest rate of return (source: Indian Institute of Technology) [4] 
 
9. Operational effectiveness 
9.1. Rates 
9.1.1. Satisfied jobs offered / total jobs offered (source: Own creation) 
9.1.2. Job seekers/total jobs available (source: Own creation) 
9.1.3. Job seekers/ registered unemployed (source: Own creation) 
9.1.4. Total positions matched/ year (source: Own creation) 
9.1.5. Number disabled people matched / total positions matched (source: 
Own creation) 
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9.1.6. Number of women matched / total positions matched (source: Own 
creation) 
9.1.7. Number of young people matched / total positions matched (source: 
Own creation) 
9.2. Parameters 
9.2.1. Number of no matched positions (source: Own creation) 
9.2.2. Average time to match job demands (source: Own creation) 
9.2.3. Average time on line resolution procedures (source: Own creation) 
9.2.4. Total amount of visits per day (source: Own creation) 
9.2.5. Total number job offers (source: Own creation) 
9.2.6. Total number of companies presented (source: Own creation) 
9.2.7. Total number of citizen's CV (source: Own creation) 
9.3. Training initiatives rates 
9.3.1. Relative relevance initiative “x” = initiative “x” participants/total 
participants within all actions (source: Catalan Employment analysis) 
[10] 
9.3.2. Impact rate = unemployed benefitted/total number of unemployed 
(source: Catalan Employment analysis) [10] 
9.3.3. Insertion rate = employed after training initiative participation/initial 
unemployed (source: Catalan Employment analysis) [10] 
9.3.4. Indefinite insertion rate = indefinite employed after training initiative 
participation/initial unemployed (source: Catalan Employment analysis) 
[10] 
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A.3. E-democracy dimension 
10. E-participation 
10.1. Information availability (source: Model of the assessment e-Government     
 by IE and University of Pennsylvania) [2] 
10.2. E-consultation availability (source: Model of the assessment e-Government     
 by IE and University of Pennsylvania) [2] 
10.3. Active participation 
10.3.1. Chats, blocks and e-Forum availability (source: Model Macedonia 
University) [6] 
10.3.2. Decision making tools availability (source: Model Macedonia University) 
[6] 
10.3.3. Accessibility rating of e-government sites (source: Model Macedonia 
University) [6] 
10.3.4. Ability for citizens to propose topics at e-Forums (source: Model 
Macedonia University) [6] 
 
11. Trust & transparency 
11.1. Number of policy drafts available online (source: European Conference on 
Information Systems) [8] 
11.2. Number of processes traceable online (source: European Conference on 
Information Systems) [8] 
11.3. Reliable information (source: European Conference on Information Systems) [8] 
11.4. Accountability information online (budgets, revenues, expenses) (source: 
Own creation) 
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Table B.1 Results obtained for the Operational dimension 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Parameter Person 1 Person 2 Person 3 Person 4 Person 5
Average per 
parameter
Average per 
factor
Average per 
dimension
1.1.1. 7 8 8 7 5 7
1.1.2. 8 7 8 7 9 7,8
1.1.3. 6 7 6 4 7 6
1.1.4. 8 7 6 8 7 7,2
1.1.5. 10 9 7 9 10 9
1.1.6. 8 9 8 9 7 8,2
1.2.1. 9 7 9 5 8 7,6
1.2.2. 8 9 8 7 8 8
1.2.3. 7 6 7 9 6 7
1.2.4. 10 9 9 10 10 9,6
1.2.5. 8 0 0 0 0 7
1.2.6. 8 9 6 8 7 7,6
1.2.7. 3 5 3 2 5 3,6
1.2.8. 10 10 10 10 10 10
1.2.9. 8 5 6 6 5 6
1.2.10. 0 0 0 0 0 0
2.1.1. 5 7 6 6 5 5,8
2.1.2. 0 0 0 0 0 0
2.2. 9 10 8 9 9 9
2.3.1. 6 7 6 8 9 7,2
2.3.2. 10 9 7 10 9 9
2.4. 9 8 9 8 10 8,8
2.5. 5 4 5 3 4 4,2
3.1.1. 9 9 9 7 7 8,2
3.1.2. 2 5 2 3 3 3
3.1.3. 10 9 7 8 10 8,8
3.2.1. 9 9 9 10 8 9
3.2.2. 10 10 10 10 10 10
3.2.3. 9 8 10 9 9 9
3.2.4. 2 3 6 4 6 4,2
3.3. 8 9 6 9 7 7,8
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B. Results of SEPE e-services quality assessment 
The following tables give information about the punctuation on the dimensions considered 
by the model. Five persons have completed the model assessing the fields required. Each 
parameter it’s evaluated from 1 to 10 and the final value for each parameter is the average 
of the five values. Therefore, the dimensions are calculated multiplying the average value by 
the weight given according to their importance. 
B.1.   Operational dimension 
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Parameter Person 1 Person 2 Person 3 Person 4 Person 5
Average per 
parameter
Average per 
factor
Average per 
dimension
4.1. 9 7 6 8 9 7,8
4.2. 8 9 8 10 9 8,8
4.3. 9 6 8 9 6 7,6
4.4. 10 10 10 10 10 10
4.5. 9 10 9 9 8 9
4.6. 9 6 8 9 7 7,8
4.7. 10 10 7 9 8 8,8
5.1. 7 8 6 7 7 7
5.2.1. 10 8 7 9 9 8,6
5.2.2. 0 0 0 0 0 0
5.2.3. 10 10 10 8 9 9,4
5.2.4. 10 10 10 10 10 10
6.1. 7 7 8 5 8 7
6.2. 7 6 5 7 5 6
6.3. 6 8 6 9 6 7
7.1.1. 10 10 8 7 9 8,8
7.1.2. 4 2 5 4 6 4,2
7.1.3. 7 5 5 8 4 5,8
7.1.4.1. 6 7 9 7 7 7,5
7.1.4.2. 4 7 5 2 3 4,2
7.1.4.3. 6 8 4 5 6 5,8
7.2.1. 4 6 5 2 3 4
7.2.2. 6 4 5 6 4 5
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Table B.2 Results obtained for the Operational dimension 
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Table B.3 Results obtained for the e-Democracy dimension 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B.2.   E-democracy dimension 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Parameter Person 1 Person 2 Person 3 Person 4 Person 5
Average per 
parameter
Average per 
factor
Average per 
dimension
10.1. 8 9 7 8 9 8,2
10.2. 5 4 6 8 7 6
10.3.1. 0 0 0 0 0 0
10.3.2. 6 4 3 4 2 3,8
10.3.3. 0 0 0 0 0 0
10.3.4. 0 0 0 0 0 0
11.1. 9 7 8 8 8 8
11.2. 8 7 8 7 5 7
11.3. 9 8 9 9 6 8,2
11.4. 8 10 7 10 9 8,8
11.5. 7 6 4 8 5 6
e
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C. Results of SOC e-services quality assessment 
The following tables give information about the punctuation on the dimensions considered 
by the model on the SEPE website. The same procedure as the SEPE was done for assess 
the SOC. Five persons have completed the model assessing the fields required. Each 
parameter it’s evaluated from 1 to 10 and the final value for each parameter is the average 
of the five values. Therefore, the dimensions are calculated multiplying the average value by 
the weight given according to their importance. 
C.1.   Operational dimension 
 
 
 
 
Table C.1 Results obtained for the Operational dimension 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Parameter Person 1 Person 2 Person 3 Person 4 Person 5
Average per 
parameter
Average per 
factor
Average per 
dimension
1.1.1. 8 7 8 7 6 7,2
1.1.2. 6 7 5 7 6 6,2
1.1.3. 5 7 6 4 6 5,6
1.1.4. 4 3 6 5 7 5
1.1.5. 8 7 6 9 8 7,6
1.1.6. 8 9 8 9 7 8,2
1.2.1. 5 4 4 5 3 4,2
1.2.2. 5 5 7 6 6 5,8
1.2.3. 7 6 7 5 6 6,2
1.2.4. 6 5 7 6 5 5,8
1.2.5. 0 0 0 0 0 0
1.2.6. 8 7 9 7 8 7,8
1.2.7. 7 5 6 7 5 6
1.2.8. 6 7 6 5 4 5,6
1.2.9. 3 5 4 3 4 3,8
1.2.10. 0 0 0 0 0 0
2.1.1. 5 4 6 6 5 5,2
2.1.2. 0 0 0 0 0 0
2.2. 9 10 8 9 8 8,8
2.3.1. 6 7 6 8 6 6,6
2.3.2. 5 4 5 6 5 5
2.4. 7 5 6 7 7 6,4
2.5. 5 4 5 3 4 4,2
3.1.1. 4 5 5 4 4 4,4
3.1.2. 4 5 4 4 3 4
3.1.3. 8 9 7 8 7 7,8
3.2.1. 8 7 8 8 7 7,6
3.2.2. 5 4 6 3 4 4,4
3.2.3. 9 8 7 9 8 8,2
3.2.4. 8 7 8 6 8 7,4
3.3. 8 9 8 9 8 8,4
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Table C.2. Results obtained for Operational dimension 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Parameter Person 1 Person 2 Person 3 Person 4 Person 5
Average per 
parameter
Average per 
factor
Average per 
dimension
4.1. 7 7 6 8 7 7
4.2. 8 9 8 7 9 8,2
4.3. 9 9 8 9 8 8,6
4.4. 8 7 6 7 6 6,8
4.5. 9 10 9 9 10 9,4
4.6. 9 9 8 9 9 8,8
4.7. 9 8 7 9 8 8,2
5.1. 7 8 7 6 7 7
5.2.1. 7 6 7 8 7 7
5.2.2. 2 3 4 3 5 3,4
5.2.3. 7 6 7 8 7 7
5.2.4. 7 8 7 6 8 7,2
6.1. 8 7 8 7 8 7,6
6.2. 5 6 5 7 5 5,6
6.3. 6 7 6 7 5 6,2
7.1.1. 8 7 8 7 8 7,6
7.1.2. 3 2 5 4 3 3,4
7.1.3. 3 2 3 4 3 3
7.1.4.1. 6 7 6 7 6 6,4
7.1.4.2. 6 5 6 7 6 6
7.1.4.3. 6 8 7 7 6 6,8
7.2.1. 7 6 7 5 8 6,6
7.2.2. 5 4 5 6 4 4,8
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C.2.   E-democracy dimension 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Parameter Person 1 Person 2 Person 3 Person 4 Person 5
Average per 
parameter
Average per 
factor
Average per 
dimension
10.1. 8 9 9 8 9 8,6
10.2. 5 4 6 4 3 4,4
10.3.1. 5 4 3 5 4 4,2
10.3.2. 3 4 3 2 3 3
10.3.3. 0 0 0 0 0 0
10.3.4. 0 0 0 0 0 0
11.1. 4 5 4 3 4 4
11.2. 8 7 8 7 7 7,4
11.3. 9 9 8 9 7 8,4
11.4. 8 8 7 7 9 7,8
11.5. 8 7 9 8 7 7,8
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Table C.3. Results obtained for Operational dimension 
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